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Abstract 
This project investigated the multidimensional self-concepts of gifted 
and regular education fifth grade children. Potential differences in 
the ratings of Global, Physical, Social and Academic self-concept 
domains were investigated. Ratings of the importance of the specific 
domains were also examined. Participants consisted of 37 integrated 
gifted and 251 regular education classmates enrolled m the fifth 
grade of a suburban school district. Participants completed four self-
report measures: a variation of Kuhn and McPartland's "Who Am I?" 
task, an "Importance Scale" which examined the perceived 
importance of three self-concept domains, Marsh's (1981) Self-
Description Questionnaire, and a "Pie Chart" of the relative perceived 
importance of the three self-concept areas. Academic grouping and 
sex differences in the rating and importance of the self-concept 
domains were examined. Results indicated significant differences m 
the participants' ratings of their global and domain-specific self-
concepts and the importance of the specific domains. In accordance 
with previous research, gifted participants demonstrated Academic 
self-concepts that were significantly higher than those of the regular 
education sample. Significant differences were also found in the 
perceived importance of the domains for the gifted and regular 
education samples. Significant sex differences in the direction of 
traditional gender roles were found on all instruments. Results are 
discussed in terms of the influence of various socialization factors. 
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The study of a child's self-concept is important in both 
psychology and education. Self-concept has been seen as the core of 
personality (Lecky, 1945) and the emergence of a positive self-
concept has been viewed as one of the objectives of the school 
system (Purkey, 1970). The study of the self-concept of gifted 
populations is particularly important in investigating the emergence 
and maintenance of gifted behaviors. Bailey ( 1971) has suggested 
that the self-concept affects all areas of the personality and either 
restricts or enhances the person's capacity to fulfill his or her native 
potential (cited in Maddux, Scheiber, & Bass, 1982). Tannenbaum 
proposed that intelligence and self-concept work in a complementary 
fashion to produce gifted behaviors. A feedback loop is formed: if 
the individual thinks of him or herself as gifted, he or she will act in 
line with this self image and these high achievements will then 
further enhance the self-concept (Tannenbaum, 1986). Thus the 
self-concept of gifted children is important to study since it may be a 
substantial factor in influencing how well gifted children achieve 
their potential (Schneider, 1987). 
However, in order to study self-concept, one must determine its 
definition. In a review of the research, Byrne (1984) reveals that no 
clear, concise, universally accepted operational definition of self-
concept exists. However, there appears to be wide acceptance of 
some aspects of self-concept by researchers. Researchers agree that 
in general terms, self-concept is an individual's perception of him or 
herself. This implies that self-concept is global and consistent across 
situations. In contrast, self-concept can also be viewed in a more 
specific manner implying that self-concept is made up of distinct 
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categories. Winne and Marx ( 1981) proposed that these categories 
include academic, physical and social dimensions. In more specific 
terms, self-concept involves the attitudes, feelings, and knowledge of 
an individual's abilities, skills, appearance and social acceptability 
(Byrne, 1984; Jersild, 1965; Labenne & Greene, 1969; West & Fish, 
1973 ). 
Also important in the study of self-concept is the 
conceptualization of the construct within a theoretical framework. 
Cronbach and Meehl (1955) state that this corresponds to defining 
the nomological network of the construct. Nomological research 
involves internal and external examinations of the construct. 
Internal analyses or within network studies involve an examination 
of the relationships among the particular facets of the construct. For 
example, the relationship between academic and physical dimensions 
of self-concept might be examined. External analyses or between 
network studies involve examining the relation of the construct 
under study with another construct, which has been proposed to be 
mutually exclusive. Examining the relationship between academic 
self-concept and academic achievement would be an example of an 
external analysis (cited in Byrne, 1984). In the present study, an 
internal, within network analysis of the dimensions of self-concept 
will . be conducted. 
Models of Self-Concept 
Many models of self-concept exist. One of the oldest is the model 
proposed by William James in 1890. He suggested that the self-
concept is composed of two distinct, yet conceptually related 
dimensions: the I-self and the Me-self. The I-self is the processor or 
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"knower," whereas the Me-self is the product or what is known about 
oneself (Harter, 1988). More recently, Byrne (1984, p. 430) has 
proposed four possible models of self-concept, which differ in terms 
of their definition, situation-specificity, and interrelatedness of their 
dimensions: 
1. Nomothetic - Self-concept is seen as a unidimensional 
phenomenon, where a global, general self-concept can explain 
behavior in a large number of settings and situations. 
2. Hierarchical - Self-concept is seen as being comprised of multiple, 
separate facets which can be ranked in a hierarchical fashion. 
Situation-specific dimensions are located at the base of the model, 
whereas more situation-stable, general self-concepts are at the apex. 
3. Taxonomic - Self-concept is viewed as having many facets which 
are separate and situation-specific. 
4. Compensatory - Self-concept is seen as contammg several facets, 
which are related inversely. For example, a low physical self-concept 
might be compensated for by a higher academic or social self-
concept. 
As the amount of research has increased, and the variety and 
robustness of instruments used in self-concept research has 
expanded, an increasing amount of support has been found for 
multidimensional models of self-concept (see Marsh & Gouvernet, 
1989, for an overview). In particular, Marsh and his colleagues have 
found a large amount of support for the Hierarchical model (Marsh, 
Relich, & Smith, 1983; Marsh, Smith, Barnes & Butler, 1983; Marsh, 
Smith, & Barnes, 1984; Marsh, 1985; Marsh & Gouvernet, 1989). 
Although Marsh and his colleagues based their support for the 
Hierarchical model from the use of a wide variety of subjects, only 
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one of their samples included exceptional youngsters. It is possible 
that when the self-concepts of exceptional children (gifted, 
handicapped or learning disabled) are examined, support for one of 
the other models of self-concept may be found. Rosher and Howell 
(1978) suggest that the significance of the impact of disability status 
on Academic self-concept might best be explained as an 
overcompensation in one field when there is a weakness m another 
(in Byrne, 1984). Support for the Compensatory model has also been 
found when the self-concepts of learning disabled, gifted and normal 
students are compared (Winne, Woodlands, & Wong, 1982). Finally, 
additional support for the Compensatory model has come from 
canonical correlational studies. Marx and Winne found bipolar 
relations among facets of self-concept, and interpreted the findings 
to mean that self-concept is composed of compensatory components 
(in Byrne, 1984). In regards to gifted children, an overall positive 
self-concept may be obtained by balancing a poor social or physical 
self-concept with a more positive performance in academic areas. 
Instrumentation and Methodology Issues 
The variety of instrumentation and methodology used in prev10us 
studies of self-concept make it problematic to draw general 
conclusions from the research literature. Most existing measures of 
self-concept view self-concept in a global manner. In addition, 
existing measures of self-concept have been widely criticized for 
their limited norms, lack of reliability, poor validity, and poor 
theoretical bases (Byrne, 1983; Lakey, cited in Schneider, 1987; 
Wylie, 1974). Two of the most widely-used measures of self-concept 
with children are the Coopersmith Scale and the Piers-Harris 
Children's Self-Concept Scale (Schneider, 1987). Harter (1983) 
reviewed the psychometric properties of these two scales. The 
Coopersmith inventory showed high test-retest and split-half 
reliability, but the validity was questioned, since the scale was 
constructed by reworking a version of an adult self-concept scale. 
The Piers-Harris Scale was considered an improvement, since it 
derived its questions from a pool of statements generated by 
children. However, the Piers-Harris mainly examines global self-
concept. Factor analyses of the Piers-Harris have derived several 
factors, but they have not been shown to be stable across studies 
(Jeske, 1985). 
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Even when examining instruments that are designed to measure 
multi-dimensional aspects of self-concept, results have not been 
consistent. Marx and Winne (1978) and Winne, Marx and Taylor 
(1977) used a multitrait-multimethod study in order to examine the 
construct interpretations of three self-concept inventories: the 
Gordon How I See Myself Scale, the Piers-Harris, and the Sears Self-
Concept Inventory. They found that although convergent validity 
was good, divergent validity was not established. In other words, 
the instruments seemed to be measuring the same construct, but 
separate domains within the instruments were found to be 
intercorrelated, thereby denying the existence of multiple 
dimensions of self-concept. In addition, the researchers found that 
the response requirements of the instruments affected the resulting 
construct interpretations. These findings were interpreted by the 
researchers as showing little evidence for a multidimensional model 
of self-concept. 
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Factor analysis studies of various instruments also provided 
uneven support for the multidimensionality of self-concept. In 
general, the studies found evidence for more than one factor, but the 
derived factors were often difficult to interpret, inconsistent across 
different samples, or were not clearly related to the scales that were 
intended (Marsh & Smith, 1982). However, more recent research 
(see Marsh & Gouvemet, 1989, p. 58 for a review) has found clear 
support for the multidimensionality of self-concept measures. Marsh 
and Gouvernet postulate that the newer instruments are designed to 
measure .il priori factors that are based on theory, and have . used 
factor analysis to refine and confirm the A priori factors. Two of the 
more recent self-concept instruments are Marsh's Self-Description 
Questionnaire and Harter's Perceived Competence Scale For Children. 
A multitrait-multimethod analysis of these two instruments has 
demonstrated their convergent and discriminant validity (Marsh & 
Gouvernet, 1989). 
Sex Differences in Self-Concept 
Also of interest in the study of self-concept is whether sex 
differences exist, and, if so, in what domains of the construct. Wylie 
(1968) reviewed the literature, which consisted of primarily 
American studies and found that girls between the ages of 8 and 13 
had more positive self-concepts than boys. In contrast, research 
which had used Australian subjects showed that boys had higher 
general self-concepts than girls (Connell, Stroobant, Sinclair, Connell, 
& Rogers, 1975; and Smith, 1975, 1978, cited in Marsh, Relich, & 
Smith, 1983). However, these studies did not control for the 
researchers' possible use of different models of self-concept, or 
instrumentation. It is possible that differences may have been lost 
when a global scale or score was used. Marsh and his colleagues 
have continued to examine these sex differences in more detail. 
7 
Their work with pre-adolescent Australian populations has found 
some reliable findings across sexes specific to particular components 
of self-concept. Utilizing Marsh's Self-Description Questionnaire, 
which is based on a multifactor model of self-concept, they found 
that boys had a higher physical self-concept than girls. Within the 
academic domain, boys had a higher math self-concept, whereas girls 
had a higher reading self-concept (Marsh, 1985; Marsh, Barnes, 
Cairns, & Tidman, 1984; Marsh, Relich, & Smith, 1983 ). 
Work has also been done focusing on the educational setting of 
the subjects and whether an interaction with sex exists. Marsh, 
Relich, and Smith (1983) found that sex differences in the academic 
domains previously mentioned were influenced by the whether the 
subjects attended single-sex classrooms or integrated classes. They 
found that sex differences were smaller for students attending 
single-sex classes. Marsh, Relich and Smith suggest that self-
concepts are formed relative to the reference group, so that when the 
group contains both boys and girls, the differences in self-concept 
are accentuated in the direction of traditional sexual stereotypes. 
Conversely, it follows that if the reference group is of the same sex, 
then differences would not be as large. 
The idea that one's reference group influences one's self-
perceptions is particularly relevant in the study of exceptional 
children's self-concepts. Schneider ( 1987) reports that analyses of 
sex differences have been reported in very few studies of gifted 
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children's self-concepts. No sex differences were found by Karnes 
and Wherry ( 1981 ), but their self-concept measures were rather 
global. Kelly and Colangelo ( 1984) found that boys enrolled in a 
gifted program had higher global self-perceptions than boys enrolled 
in regular education classes. These regular education boys had higher 
self-perceptions than special learning needs males. There was no 
significant effect of class type for girls. However, in this study, the 
degree of integration that the exceptional children had with their 
regular classmates was not mentioned. Schneider et al. (1986) 
examined the self-concepts of gifted and non-gifted children in 
grades 5, 8 and 10. No sex differences were found at the 5th grade 
level. At grades 8 and 10, boys displayed higher general and 
physical self-concepts than girls, regardless of their gifted or non-
gifted group status. No sex differences were found in the academic 
or social self-concept domains. Schneider et al. (1989) again 
examined the self-concepts of gifted children as a function of age, 
sex, and school program. Gifted children in grade 5 who were 
integrated with their non-gifted peers for most of the school week 
had higher academic self-concepts than gifted children who were 
enrolled in self-contained classes. No sex differences in self-concept 
were found at grade 5. In grades 8 and 10, integrated gifted 
children had higher academic self-concepts. In addition, boys had 
higher global and physical self-concepts than girls. No multivariate 
interaction effects reached significance. Thus, age, sex and school 
program may be important variables in self-concept research. 
9 
Gifted Children's Self-Concepts 
One group which has been a focus of the self-concept research 
is the gifted. However, this group has been difficult to define since 
no universal definitions of giftedness have been adopted. Some 
researchers, such as Terman, 1925, have defined the gifted in terms 
of high scores on tests of intelligence, yielding quotients of 130 and 
above. Other researchers prefer definitions which additionally 
include areas of high achievement, as in above-average creativity 
and task commitment (Renzulli, 1978). Congress proposed a general 
definition used in Public Law (PL) 97-35, the Education Consolidation 
and Improvement Act, in 1981. According to this definition, the 
gifted are "children who give evidence of high performance 
capability in areas such as intellectual, creative, artistic, leadership 
capacity, or specific academic fields, and who require services or 
activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully 
develop such capabilities (in Clark, 1988)." The particular definition 
of giftedness utilized by the researcher is important to note when 
considering the literature on this population . 
Early studies of gifted childrens' self-concepts found that, 
generally, gifted children have a higher global self-concept than their 
non-gifted peers (see Schneider, 1987, for a review). Several 
researchers have found that when gifted children are compared with 
non-gifted children, the gifted subjects have higher scores across 
different measures of self-concept and self-esteem (Lehman & 
Erdmins, 1981; Maddux, Schneider, & Bass, 1982; Ketchman & 
Snyder, 1977, in Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989; O'Such, Twyla, & 
Havertape, 1979). However, other researchers have reported no 
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significant differences (Braken, 1980). The inconsistent findings may 
be due to several variables. Two such variables are the normative 
reference group used (if one was utilized) and the instrument's 
theoretical view of self-concept. Braken (1980) maintains that gifted 
children's self-concepts are greatly affected by how others perceive 
and react to special abilities. It is possible that the reference group 
affects gifted children's self-appraisals, so that when gifted students 
are homogeneously grouped and compare themselves to other high 
functioning children, the resulting self-appraisals will be lower than 
if they compared themselves to a heterogeneous mixture including 
children of lower abilities. 
Addressing the second variable of the instrument's theoretical 
underpinnings, not all self-concept instruments divide self-concept 
into specific domains. Therefore, some of the inconsistent findings 
may be due to early studies utilizing instruments which were 
constructed viewing self-concept as a global concept rather than 
divided into distinct domains. It is possible that when discrete 
portions of the self-concept are examined, differences between gifted 
and non-gifted children may be found. This has been the case when 
academic self-concept has been examined. Researchers have found 
that gifted children have higher academic self-concepts, compared to 
their social or physical self-concepts (Ross & Parker, 1980). When 
gifted children have been compared to their non-gifted peers, it has 
been found that gifted children possess higher academic self-
concepts than non-gifted children (Kelly & Colangelo, 1984; Winne, 
Woodlands, & Wong, 1982). However, the research does not seem as 
clear cut when other portions of the self-concept are examined (see 
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Schneider, 1987, for a review). Kelly and Colangelo (1984) reported 
that gifted children also possessed higher social self-concepts than 
general students, although this finding was not confirmed when the 
control subjects were learning disabled (Winne, Woodlands, & Wong, 
1982). Thus, some research has proposed that gifted children have 
higher academic rather than other areas of self-concept, specifically 
the social self-concept. One may wonder whether children who 
possess high academic self-concepts are compensating for lower self-
perceptions in other areas (Schneider, 1987). These findings may 
point in the direction that a compensatory process exists in the 
formulation of self-concept for all children. 
Importance of Self-Concept Domains 
In studying the self-perceptions of children, very little research 
has addressed the importance of the specific domains of self-concept 
to the child. However Harter borrowed from the Jamesian self-
concept model and in her research integrated an importance scale for 
each of the domains of self-concept. Harter, utilizing the Jamesian 
model, determined that it is "essential to consider the importance the 
domains held for the child (James' pretensions) in order to 
comprehend the relationship that the specific domain profiles bear to 
the global self-worth" (in Lapsley & Power, 1988, p. 46). In a study 
examining the self-concepts of 8 to 15 year-old children, Harter used 
a separate rating scale for each subject to respond as to how 
important it was to do well in each domain in order for them to feel 
good about themselves as a person. She then formulated a 
discrepancy score by subtracting the importance score from the 
competence score. Harter found that the results supported James' 
12 
formulation since there was a systematic linear trend between the 
children's discrepancy scores and the self-worth scores. Children 
with low self-concept had the highest discrepancy scores, reflecting 
their view that the importance of the areas of the self-concept 
exceeded their perceived competence. As self-worth increased, the 
discrepancy score systematically decreased, so that children with 
high levels of self-worth had nearly a zero discrepancy score (Harter, 
1988). Harter interpreted these findings to mean that a child with 
low self-worth, or a low general self-concept, can not discount the 
importance of areas where he or she feels inadequate. Two domains 
were found to be particularly difficult to discount: behavioral 
conduct and scholastic competence. Harter points out that these two 
domains have particularly high normative importance ratings, and 
are ones that the children felt were most important to their parents. 
Present Study 
The purpose of this study 1s to address several issues. The first 
purpose · is to explore the global and domain-specific self-concepts of 
gifted children. As previously demonstrated, research in this area is 
not abundant. It is possible that gifted children have different self-
concepts than their normal ability peers. To address this possibility, 
self-concepts of gifted subjects will be compared with those of 
normal children. Based on Harter's preliminary research, it is 
hypothesized that gifted children will have higher academic self-
concepts than social or physical self-concepts, since the academic 
area is one that is difficult to discount and is probably additionally 
reinforced by teachers, parents and other gifted peers. Non-gifted 
children will not be expected to have the same self-concept pattern. 
,-~-~ ----- -~---------------------------------~ 
Second, like Harter and James, I believe that it is not enough to 
measure the self-concepts of children. The relative importance of 
the particular aspects of self-concept must also be determined. It 
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can be assumed that an individual evaluates him or herself across 
many dimensions. However, if a particular dimension is considered 
less important, it may not affect the individual's global self-appraisal 
to as large an extent. This study will examine the self-reported 
relative importance of the specific domains. By including a measure 
of the importance of each domain, it will be interesting to note if 
different patterns of the importance .of particular self-concept 
domains exist for the gifted and non-gifted children. Lastly, previous 
literature has indicated that different self-concept profiles may exist 




Participants were fifth grade students enrolled in the Warwick 
School District, the second largest school district in Rhode Island. Of 
the 20 schools comprising the district, eight participated. These 
schools were chosen because of their high enrollment of students 
who participated in the district's Advanced Learning Activities 
Program (ALAP). All schools contacted agreed to participate in the 
research. All fifth grade classrooms at each cooperating school 
participated, yielding a total of eighteen classrooms from which 
participants were drawn. 
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The gifted and talented program in the Warwick School District 
1s entitled the Advanced Learning Activities Program (ALAP). 
Representatives from the program contact teachers at the end of the 
first and second grades for orientation regarding the selection 
procedure of children to enter the program in grade three. 
Identification occurs through a combination of teacher 
recommendation, standardized test data, and parent inventory. 
Participating students are bussed to a central school for a half day of 
activities once every other week. Instruction consists of a 
combination of small and large group activities which center around 
a common theme. Individual work relating to the unit of study is 
also assigned. Program goals include acquiring of advanced skills in 
critical thinking and cognitive synthesis, developing interpersonal 
skills, enhancing self-concept, and producing high-quality products. 
ALAP students are grouped by age. Fifth and sixth graders from the 
same school participate in activities together. District-wide, the total 
number of fifth grade students participating in the program was 60. 
A total of 288 fifth graders participated in the study. Of this 
number, 34 were ALAP participants. The ALAP group's mean age 
was 10.5 years, with a range from 10 to 11 years of age. The regular 
education group's mean age was 10.7 years, with a range from 9 to 
12 years of age. Sample sizes differed slightly for each analysis since 
incomplete profiles were dropped from the analysis. 
Instruments 
Each participant completed a packet of four instruments. 
Instructions for each of the instruments were read aloud to the 
participants at the start of the task. Items on the longer checklists 
were also read aloud and the child was asked to follow at the 
examiner's pace. 
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The first instrument administered was a variation of Kuhn and 
McPartland's "Who Am I?" task (1954). This instrument requires the 
child to self-generate ten descriptions of him or herself by 
responding to the question, "Who Am I?" Kuhn and McPartland's 
version of the test was scored by coding the proportion of self-
derogating statements and scoring for strength of self-derogation or 
self-positivity. Poor convergent validity with three additional self-
concept measures was found by Spitzer et al. (1966). Data on 
discriminative and predictive validity was not reported. This type of 
scoring did not suite the purposes of this project, and another 
method was used. Validity and reliability data of this scoring system 
is not known. However, the instrument appeared to have face 
validity and followed from the purpose of the study, and therefore 
was included. This measure was chosen to be administered first 
because of its open-ended approach. It was believed that the 
participants would therefore have no preconceptions of reporting 
particular areas of self-concept. 
The second instrument was developed for the purposes of the 
study. The "Importance Scale" consisted of ten statements which 
participants were asked to respond to on a 5-point Likert-type scale. 
Responses ranged from "Not At All" (1) to "Very" (5) important. Each 
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question corresponded to each of the seven specific self-concept 
domains of Marsh, Parker and Smith's (1981) Self Description 
Questionnaire (SDQ), as well as to three larger self-concept domains 
(Academic, Physical and Social). The "Importance Scale" was 
administered second because it covered similar material to the SDQ, 
but in a more abstract manner. 
The third instrument administered was Marsh 's Sill 
Description Questionnaire (Marsh, Parker, and Smith, 1981), an eight-
scale, 72-item instrument intended to measure seven aspects of the 
self-concepts of children between the ages of seven and thirteen , as 
well as a general global self-concept measure. Each item was 
responded to on a five-point Likert-type scale from "false" (1) to 
"true" (5). The areas of the SDQ include measures of Academic 
(Reading, Mathematics, and General-School subjects), Physical 
(Physical Abilities/sports and Physical Appearance), and Social (Peer 
Relations and Parent Relations) self-concepts. A measure of global 
self-concept is also available, but was not focused on in this study. 
Wylie ( 1989) reviewed the SDQ and reported internal consistency 
alpha coefficients between .82 and .93. Test-retest coefficients were 
moderate to high values, depending on the test-retest interval. 
Construct validity assessed through factor analysis yielded seven 
factors plus a global self-concept factor, as was expected by a priori 
analyses (Wylie, 1989). The SDQ has since been revised (1988) and 
now incorporates slightly different items which correspond to the 
same eight factors of self-concept. 
The final measure was a "Pie Chart" of self-concept which was 
constructed for the purposes of the study . This task required the 
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participant to fill in the areas of Physical, Social and Academic self-
concept in order to describe how important each of these areas is in 
proportion to his or her overall self-concept. This measure was 
designed to be an alternative measure of the importance of the self-
concept areas, as well as a simple and interesting task to enhance the 
participant's motivation. 
Procedures 
Classroom teachers gave all fifth grade students at the 
participating schools a passive consent form to be read by their 
parents. Parents were asked to return the signed form only if they 
wished their child not to participate in the study (see Appendix A for 
a copy of the consent letter). Non-participating children were 
provided with alternate activities by their classroom teacher. 
The examiner administered the inventories to all participants 
m their regular education classrooms. Participants were asked to 
read along with the examiner and complete the items at that rate. 
Instruments were administered in the aforementioned order: the 
Who Am I?, the Importance Scale, the Self-Description Questionnaire, 
and the Pie Chart (see Appendix B ). Additional time was provided 
for participants who needed to finish completing parts of the 
inventories. Completion of the inventories took between 45-60 
minutes. Participants indicated their grade, school, age, teacher and 
sex in blanks provided on the cover page of the SDQ. Participants 
were also asked to circle their school activities, such as band, art, 
basketball, drama and ALAP. Confirmation of ALAP status was 
provided by the classroom teacher who was asked to collect all 
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completed inventories and make a check on those belonging to ALAP 
participants. 
Results 
The Who Am I? Scale 
The Who Am I? scale allows the participant to self-generate his 
or her own categories of self-concept. An undergraduate assistant 
scored the instrument by determining whether the students 
described themselves according to physical, social and academic self-
concept domains. The assistant was given the Physical, Social and 
Academic domain descriptions used in the instructions of the Pie 
Chart. Any sentences which did not appear to fit exclusively in one 
domain were placed in an "Other" category. A total of 37 protocols 
from the ALAP group and 251 protocols from the Regular Education 
group were analyzed. The examiner independently rescored a 
random sample of 50 profiles to provide an inter-rater reliability 
coefficient. Reliability coefficients were r=.77 for the Academic 
domain, r=.78 for the Other category, r=.86 for the Physical domain, 
and r=.89 for the Social domain. 
Frequencies of the number of sentences included in each of the 
four categories were calculated for the ALAP and the regular 
education groups. The number of sentences in each self-concept 
domain and its corresponding percentage of the total number of 10 
sentences was calculated for the ALAP and regular education groups. 
This information is provided in Table 1. For both groups, the 
Academic category contained the fewest number of sentences, and 
the Other category contained the most. 
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Table 1 
Percenta~e of the Total Number of Sentences For Each Category of the 
Who Am I Instrument 
ALAP (n=37) 
Regular Ed. (n=251) 










The ALAP group's ordering of the categories from highest to 
lowest was Academic, Social, Physical, and Other. The regular 
education group's ordering was Academic, Physical, Social and Other. 
To determine whether the ALAP and regular education groups 
were using the self-concept domains in a similar manner, the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov 2-Sample Test was calculated. For the Physical 
domain, Z=l.004, with a 2-tailed P>.05. For the Social domain, 
Z=l.185, P>.05. For the Academic domain, Z=.382, P>.05. For the 
Other category, Z=l.295, P>.05. Thus, no significant differences were 
found between the ALAP and regular education participants in terms 
of their use of the categories. 
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov 2-Sample test was also calculated to 
determine whether there were significant differences in the way 
males and females used each of the four categories. For the Physical 
category, Z=l.601, p<.05. For the Social category, Z=.430, p>.05. For 
the Academic category, Z=.745, p>.05. For the Other category, Z=.858, 
p>.05. Thus, significant differences between males and females were 
found only in the use of the Physical category. 
To examine the amount of agreement between the ALAP and 
regular education groups in the ranking of the four categories, 
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Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance (Kendall's W) was calculated. For 
the entire sample, W(3)=.3289, Chi-Square=284.1329, p<.05. For the 
ALAP sample, W(3)=.4343, Chi-Square=48.2087, p<.05. For regular 
education participants, W(3 )=.3183, Chi-Square=239.6876, p<.05. 
Kendall's W was also calculated to determine the degree of 
agreement in the self-concept rankings across the two sexes . For 
males, W(3)=.3360, Chi-Square=144.1323, p<.05. For females, 
W(3)=.3264, Chi-Square=131.2152, p<.05. Both the male and female 
samples demonstrated a similar degree of agreement in their 
rankings of the self-concept domains. 
The Importance Scale 
A total of 275 complete profiles were analyzed. This total was 
comprised of 15 ALAP males, 19 ALAP females, 128 regular 
education males, and 113 regular education females. 
A Principle Components Analysis of the ten statements 
comprising the Importance Scale was performed to assess the 
underlying structure of this measure. Three factors emerged, which 
accounted for 61.9 percent of the variance. Factor 1 corresponded to 
Academic self-concept, Factor 2 to Physical self-concept, and Factor 3 
to Social self-concept. Table 2 shows the three factor structure and 
the factor loadings of each item. 
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Table 2 
Importance Scale Factors and Factor Loadings of Individual Items 
Factor 1 - Academic Self-Concept =--F=ac=t=o"'--r--=L=o=ad=i=n ... & 
1. It is important to me to do well in Reading. . 8 3 
8. It is important to me to do well in Math. . 81 
5. It is important to me to do well in all my school subjects. . 79 
7. It is important to me to be a good student. .64 
Factor 2 - Physical Self-Concept 
9. It is important to me to be good-looking . 
3. It is important to me to be healthy, sporty, and 
good-looking. 
6. It is important to me to do well in sports. 
Factor 3 - Social Self-Concept 




with people. . 7 8 
4. It is important to me to have good friends and be liked 
by friends. . 7 4 
2. It is important to me to get along well with my parents . .5 7 
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Three sub-scale means were calculated by combining the 
responses to the sentences that loaded on each of the three factors 
and dividing by the number of items. The resulting Physical scale 
contained three items, the Social scale three items, and the Academic 
scale four items. A 2 (sex) by 2 (ALAP grouping) by 3 (self-concept 
domain) Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance was conducted on 
the mean scores of each of the domains. Table 3 shows the source 
table for this analysis. 
Table 3 













Sex X Subscale 2 
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Sex X ALAP X Subscale 2 






























A significant main effect for the subscales was found, F(2, 
542)=5 l.74, p<.05, with the Social domain being described as most 
important (M=4.61), followed by the Academic domain (M=4.41), and 
the Physical domain described as least important (M=3 .87). To 
determine whether each of the means differed significantly from 
each other, follow-up Analyses of Variance were conducted with the 
appropriate error term calculated for each comparison. All three 
comparisons yielded significant results at the p<.05 level. 
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A significant interaction between sex and domain was also 
found: F(2, 542)=3.45, p<.05. The means for this interaction are 
shown in Table 4. Simple effects tests comparing males and females 
found a significant difference on only the Physical domain, whereby 
females viewed the Physical domain as less important than the 
males. Additional simple effects tests comparing the three domains 
within each sex group found that the Physical, Social, and Academic 
domains differed significantly from each other for both the • male and 
female participants. 
Table 4 
Mean Score and Standard Deviation By Sex On the Three Domains of 
the Importance Scale 
Males (n=l43) Females (n=l32) 
Mean ID Mean ID 
Physical 3.99 .94 3.72 .85 
Social 4.58 .61 4.65 .50 
Academic 4.34 . 71 4.48 .63 
Note : Items were scored from I (not important) to 5 (very 
important). 
The Self-Description Questionnaire 
The current, published version of the SDQ is a revised form of 
the instrument used in this study. For the revision, negatively 
worded items were removed, and the wording of some of the 
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remaining items was slightly altered. To address whether the 
revised and earlier versions of the SDQ had a similar factor structure, 
a Principle Components Analysis with the negative items removed 
was performed on the earlier version of the instrument used in this 
study. This analysis yielded eight factors, which accounted for 75.1 
percent of the total variance. These eight factors compared 
favorably to the eight factors identified by the revised SDQ. 
The 72 items comprising the SDQ were grouped according to 
the instructions in the manual of the revised form of the instrument. 
Nine scales were formulated: seven subscales (Physical Abilities, 
Physical Appearance, . Peer Relations, Parent Relations, Reading, 
Mathematics, General-School), a General-Self scale, and a scale 
comprised of the negatively worded items. The seven subscales 
were then grouped to create the three larger Physical Total, Social 
Total and Academic Total subscales. Physical Abilities and Physical 
Appearance were combined to create the Physical Total variable. 
Peer Relations and Parent Relations were combined to formulate the 
Social Total variable. The Reading and Mathematics subscales were 
combined with the General-School subscale to create an Academic 
Total variable. Since the General-Self subscale was not utilized in the 
scoring of the revised SDQ, it was left as a separate scale. The ninth 
scale of the negatively worded items was not utilized. Table 5 lists 
the scales and the particular items comprising each subscale. 
Table 5 
SDO Subscales and Items 
Physical Abilities Scale: 
3. I can run fast. 
10. I like to run and play hard. 
24. I enjoy sports and games. 
32. I have good muscles. 
40. I am good at sports. 
48. I can run a long way without stopping. 
56. I am a good athlete. 
64. I am good at throwing a ball. 
Physical Appearance Scale: 
1. I am good looking. 
8. I like the way I look. 
15. I have a pleasant looking face. 
22. I am a nice looking person. 
38. Other kids think I am good looking. 
46. I have a good looking body. 
54. I am better looking than most of my friends. 
62. I have nice looking features like nose and eyes and hair. 
Peer Relations Scale: 
7. I have a lot of friends. 
14. I make friends easily. 
28. I get along with other kids easily. 
36. I am .easy to like. 
44. Other kids want me to be their friend. 
52. I have more friends than most other kids. 
60. I am popular with other kids of my own age. 
68. Most other kids like me. 
Parent Relations Scale: 
5. My parents understand me. 
19. I like my parents. 
26. My parents like me. 
34. If I have children of my own I want to bring them up like my parents 
raised me. 
42. My parents and I spend a lot of time together. 
50. My parents are easy to talk to. 
58. I get along well with my parents. 
66. My parents and I have a lot of fun together. 
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Reading Scale: 
4. I get good grades in reading. 
11. I like reading. 
18. I'm good at reading. 
25. I am interested in reading. 
41. I enjoy doing work in reading. 
49. Work in reading is easy for me. 
57. I look forward to reading. 
71. I learn things quickly in reading. 
Mathematics Scale: 
13. Work in mathematics is easy for me. 
20. I look forward to mathematics. 
27. I get good grades in mathematics. 
35. I am interested in mathematics. 
43. I learn things quickly in mathematics. 
51. I like mathematics. 
59. I'm good at mathematics. 
67. I enjoy doing work in mathematics. 
General-School Scale: 
2. I'm good at all school subjects. 
9. I enjoy doing work in all school subjects. 
16. I get good grades in all school subjects. 
31. I learn things quickly in all school subjects. 
39. I am interested in all school subjects. 
55. I look forward to all school subjects . 
63. Work in all school subjects is easy for me. 
70. I like all school subjects. 
General-Self Scale: 
29. I do lots of important things. 
45. In general I like being the way I am. 
53. Overall I have a lot to be proud of. 
69. Overall I am good at the things I like to do. 
Negatively Worded Items: 
6. I hate mathematics. 
12. My parents are usually unhappy or disappointed with what I do. 
17. I hate sports and games. 
21. Most kids have more friends than I do. 
23. I hate all school subjects. 
30. I am ugly. 
33. I am dumb at reading. 
37. Overall I am no good. 
47. I am dumb in all school subjects. 
61. I hate myself. 
65. I hate reading. 
72. I am dumb at mathematics. 
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The SDQ was analyzed by three separate Analyses of Variance. 
The first analysis consisted of a 2 (sex) by 2 (ALAP grouping) 
factorial Analysis of Variance on the General-Self variable. A total of 
271 completed protocols were analyzed, consisting of 14 ALAP 
males, 19 ALAP females, 126 regular education males and 112 
regular education females. The source table for this analysis is 
shown in Table 6. 
Table 6 
Source Table For the ANOVA of the General-Self Variable 
Source df ss MS I: 
Sex 1 73.49 73.49 9.89* 
ALAP 1 1.27 1.27 .17 
Sex X ALAP 1 10 .25 10.25 1.42 
Error 267 1983.42 7.43 
*p<.05 
A significant mam effect for sex was found , F(l ,267)=9.893, 
p<.05, with males reporting higher general self-concepts (M=4.30) 
than females (M=4.04 ). 
The second SDQ analysis was a 2 (sex) by 2 (ALAP grouping) by 
3 (self-concept domain) Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance on 
the mean scores of the three composite domains. A total of 232 
completed profiles were analyzed , comprised of 13 ALAP males , 17 · 
ALAP females, I 06 regular education males , and 96 regular 
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A significant main effect for sex was found, F(l,228)=5.55, 
p<.05, with males reporting a higher composite of the three domains 
of self-concept (M=3.83) than females (M=3.66). In addition, a 
significant interaction of sex and subscale was found, F(2,456)=7 .03, 
p<.05. Simple effects tests indicated that males rated the Physical 
and Social domains similarly and significantly higher than the 
Academic domain. Females rated the Social domain significantly 
higher than both the Academic and Physical domains, which did not 
differ significantly from each other. The means for the two groups 
are shown in Table 8. Simple Effects tests were also performed on 
the differences between male and female respondents across the 
three domains. A significant difference between males and females 
was found only on the Physical domain. 
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Table 8 
Mean Score and Standard Deviation B)'. Sex for the Three Total 
Subscales of the SDO 
Males (n=119) Females (n=113) 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Physical 4.02 . 71 3.50 .80 
Social 4.00 .63 3.89 . 73 
Academic 3.47 .84 3.60 .74 
Note: Each item was scored on a scale from 1 (false) to 5 (true). 
A significant ALAP grouping by subscale interaction was also 
found, F(2,456)=10.69, p<.05. Simple effects tests indicated that 
children participating in the ALAP program did not report significant 
differences among the three domains. Regular education children 
reported the Social domain as highest, with Physical self-concept as 
secondary, and Academic self-concept as lowest; each of these 
domains were found to be significantly different from each other. 
The means are shown in Table 9. Simple Effects tests examining the 
differences between the academic groupings for each of the three 
domains were also performed. The results indicated that ALAP and 
regular education participants differed significantly in their ratings 
of the Social and Academic domains only. 
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Table 9 
Mean Score and Standard Deviation By Academic Group for the Three 
Total Subscales of the SDQ 
ALAP (n=32) Regular Education (n=207) 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Physical 3.69 .66 3.78 .82 
Social 3.64 .73 3.99 .66 
Academic 3.85 .72 3.40 .79 
Note: Each item was scored on a scale from 1 (false) to 5 (true). 
The third analysis on the SDQ was a 2 (sex) by 2 (ALAP 
grouping) by 7 (subscale) Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance 
on the seven self-concept subscales. This analysis was conducted to 
determine if their were differing patterns between the groups on the 
seven more specific domains. A total of 232 completed protocols 
were analyzed, comprised of 13 ALAP males, 17 ALAP females, 106 
regular education males, and 96 regular education females. The 
source table for this analysis is shown in Table 10. 
As indicated in the previous analysis, a significant main effect for 
sex was found, F(l, 228)=4.07, p<.05, with males demonstrating 
higher self-concepts (M=3.78) than females (M=3.66). A significant 
main effect for subscale was also found, F(6, 1368)=13.53, p<.05. The 
sample rated itself highest in the Parent Relations (M=4.09) and 
Physical Abilities (M=4.05) domains, and lowest in the General-
School subjects domain (M=3.25). The means and standard 
deviations of the seven domains are shown in Table 11. 
Table 10 
Source Table For the Repeated Measures ANOV A for the Seven 
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Error-Between 228 
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Subscale Means for the Seven SDQ Areas 
Subscale Mean SD 
Physical Abilities 4.05 .84 
Physical Appearance 3.49 .99 
Peer Relations 3.80 .84 
Parent Relations 4.09 .83 
Reading 3.68 .89 
Mathematics 3.67 1.07 
General-School 3.25 .91 
Note: Each item was scored on a scale from 1 (false) to 5 (true). 
In addition, a significant Sex by Subscale interaction was found, 
F(6, 1368)=5.19, p<.05. The two groups appeared to be rating their 
specific abilities quite differently. Females rated each self-concept 
area lower than males, except for the Reading and General-School 
domains. Simple effects tests were performed to determine which 
specific areas differed significantly from the others. Significant 
differences between males and females were found in the Physical 
Abilities, Physical Appearance, Peer Relations, Reading, and General-
School areas. Figure 1 shows a graph of the seven domain scores for 
the two groups. Simple effects tests for domain differences within 
each sex group were also performed. Overall, these results mirror 
those found in the earlier three domain analysis. Table 12 shows the 
pairwise differences for males, and Table 13 shows · the pa1rw1se 












































Female Sample Pairwise Mean Differences 
PAP GSch Math PAB Peer 
PAP .02 .30* .38* .40* 
GSch .28* .36* .38* 






















A significant ALAP groupmg by Subscale interaction was also 
found, F(6, 1368)=6.25, p<.05. ALAP participants rated themselves 
as lower across the Physical and Social self-concept areas, but higher 
on the three academic domains. Simple effects tests were calculated 
to determine on which variables the two groups significantly 
differed. ALAP and regular education participants significantly 
differed in their ratings of their Peer Relations, Reading abilities and 
General-School abilities. A graph of the two group's scores for each 
specific area is shown in Figure 2. Simple effects tests for domain 
differences within each academic grouping were also performed. 
Significant differences in the ratings of the seven domains were 
found within both the ALAP and Regular Education groups. The 
ALAP group rated the Reading domain the highest and the Physical 
Appearance domain the lowest. The Regular Education group rated 
the Parent relationship domain the highest and the General-School 
domain the lowest. Table 14 shows the pairwise differences for the 
ALAP group and Table 15 shows the pairwise differences for the 
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Regular Education Sample Pairwise Mean Differences 
GSch PAP Read Math Peer PAB 
GSch .33* .44* .46* .69* .87* 
PAP .11 .13 .36* .54* 
Read .02 .25* · .43* 





















The Pie Chart 
Participants were asked to complete the instrument by 
designating and labeling slices of the pie chart in terms of the 
importance of each of the three self-concept domains to them. 
Complete protocols were scored by ranking the pie slices from largest 
(1) to smallest (3 ). It was possible to achieve tied ranks. In terms of 
Academic status, a total of 37 ALAP and 246 Regular Education 
protocols were analyzed. In terms of gender, a total of 140 male and 
132 female protocols were analyzed. Each of the self-concept 
domains were correlated with the others. The correlation between 
the Social and Physical domains was r=-.39; for the Academic and 
Physical domain, r=-.62; for the Academic and Social domains, r=-.47. 
Inter-rater reliability .coefficients were calculated by having the 
faculty advisor rescore the random sample of fifty protocols. 
Reliability coefficients were r=.93 for the Physical domain, r=.85 for 
the Social domain, and r=.94 for the Academic domain. 
To examine whether the samples ranked the self-concept 
descriptions in a similar fashion, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 2-Sample 
Test was conducted. In comparing the ALAP to regular education 
groups on the Physical self-concept ranking, Z=l.525, p<.05. For the 
Social self-concept ranking, Z=.802, p>.05. For the Academic self-
concept ranking, Z=l.708, p<.05. Thus, there were significant 
differences in the manner which the ALAP and regular education 
groups are ranking the Physical and Academic domains. 
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov 2-Sample test was also conducted to 
determine if there were differences in the way males and females 
ranked the self-concept domains. For the Physical domain, Z=2.799, 
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p<.05. For the Social domain, Z=l.943, p<.05. For the Academic 
domain, Z=l.547, p<.05. Thus , males and females significantly 
differed in their rankings of each of the three self-concept domains. 
To determine whether groups showed consensus in their 
rankings of the importance of the three self-concept domains, the 
Kendall Coefficient of Concordance was calculated. For the entire 
sample, W(2)=.06, Chi-Square=32.57, p<.05. To determine whether 
there were differences within the ALAP and regular education 
groups in their agreement of the rank orderings, Kendall's W was 
calculated with ALAP status as the grouping variable. For the ALAP 
sample, W(2)=.1014, Chi-Square=7.50, p<.05. For the regular 
education sample, W(2)=.08, Chi-Square=37.59 , p<.05. Low 
agreement was found within each of the groups. 
Kendall's W was also calculated for the male and female groups. 
For males, W(2)= .24, Chi-Square=66.57, p<.05. For females , W(2)= .01, 
Chi-Square=.63, p>.05. The males showed a low amount of agreement 
m their rankings of the domains. 
The mean ranks of the three pie chart domains for each of the 
groups were plotted. Different patterns existed for the ALAP group , 
whose ranking of the areas from most important to least important 
was Academic, Physical, and Social, and the regular education 
students whose ranking of the self-concept domains was Physical, 
Social, and Academic. Figure 3 shows the rankings of the pie chart 
areas by ALAP grouping. 
Differences also existed in the rankings of the areas for males 
and females. Males ranked the Physical domain as most important. 









Figure 3. Mean Ranks for the Three Domains of the Pie Chart 
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ranked all three domains as similarly important. These rankings are 






















Appraisal of General and Specific Self-Concepts 
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Significant differences were found in the participants' ratings 
of their global and domain-specific self-concepts. Sex differences 
were found on the global self-concept measure, with males reporting 
higher overall self-concepts than the females. This finding is in 
concordance with Marsh's research with Australian participants 
(Marsh, Relich, & Smith, 1983). 
Significant differences were also found in the appraisal of three 
domains of self-concept. The participants were able to differentiate 
seven domains of self-concept . These areas were also rated 
differently, with the fifth-grade sample rating their relations with 
their parents and their physical abilities the highest. The overall 
sample rated their abilities in general school subjects the lowest. 
Group differences were found in the ratings of self-concept 
domains. Significant Academic grouping by Domain interactions 
were found on both the three and seven domain analyses. As with 
the research of Kelly and Colangelo ( 1984 ), and Winne, Woodlands 
and Wong (1982), the ALAP participants demonstrated academic 
self-concepts that were significantly higher than that of their 
normal-ability peers. Results from the Who Am I? scale indicated 
that the ALAP and regular education groups differed in the of 
number of sentences they utilized in each self-concept category. 
However, there were no significant differences between the two 
groups m the ranking of these categories. 
When differences between the self-concept domains within the 
regular education and ALAP groups were examined, the results 
become more complex. Significant differences were found in the 
ratings of the three domains by the regular education sample. The 
Social domain was rated the highest, followed by the Physical 
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domain, and finally the Academic domain. However, the ALAP group 
did not perceive differences between the three self-concept areas. 
Clearer sex differences were found in the ratings of self-
concept. As with the general self-perception rating, males were 
found to have a higher composite self-concept score. Differences 
between males and females were also found of the ratings of the 
specific self-concept domains. Differences between the two groups 
were found primarily on the Physical domain, with males ranking 
the area the highest, and females, the lowest. In the seven-domain 
analyses, females reported lower abilities in all areas except Reading 
and General School subjects. This finding supports earlier research 
by Marsh, who found that females consistently reported higher 
Reading self-concepts than males. 
Significant differences between ratings of the self-concept 
domains were also found within the male and female samples. On 
the three domain analysis, males rated the Physical and Social 
domains significantly higher than the Academic domain. Females 
rated the Social domain the highest, whereas the Physical and 
Academic domains were rated significantly lower. On the seven 
domain analysis, many significant differences were found within the 
groups. However, as with earlier research findings, females rated 
their reading abilities significantly higher than their math abilities. 
In addition, males rated their math skills significantly higher than 
their reading skills. 
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Differences in the Importance of Self-Concept 
Significant differences were found in the overall rating by the 
entire sample of the importance of the three self-concept domains. 
The Social area was rated as most important, the Academic area of 
second importance, and the Physical area as least important. 
Group differences were also found in the importance of the 
domains. As shown by the results of the Pie Chart Instrument, the 
ALAP group differed from their regular-education counterparts in 
their ratings of the importance of the Academic and Physical 
domains. For the ALAP group, doing well in school and being a good 
student were most important. Their normal-ability peers rated 
being attractive and showing physical coordination as most 
important. This pattern must be examined with caution, however, as 
a low level of agreement was found within the groups in their 
rankings of the importance of the domains. 
As with the appraisal of the self-concept areas, clearer sex 
differences were found in the importance of the self-concept 
domains. Males rated the Physical domain as significantly higher m 
importance than their female peers. Males also showed a higher 
level of concordance in their rankings on the Pie Chart Instrument. 
Females rated the Academic, Social and Physical domains of similar 
importance. 
Implications 
The previous results offer confirming evidence for the concept 
of a multidimensional self-concept. Significant differences were 
found on the seven self-concept domains of the SDQ. This result was 
to be expected, since the SDQ was created through work with 
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Shavelson's hierarchical model of self-concept. Domain differences 
were also found on the Importance Scale, an instrument based on the 
specific self-concept areas of the SDQ. Differences in the rating of the 
importance of Physical, Academic and Social areas provide evidence 
for the multidimensionality of the importance of these domains. 
An interaction of academic grouping and domain of self-
concept was found on the three and seven domain analyses of the 
SDQ. In concordance with the previous findings of Kelly and 
Colangelo (1984) and Winne, Woodlands and Wong (1982), the gifted 
sample rated the Academic area of self-concept higher than did their 
regular education peers. Within the social domain, significant 
differences were found in perceptions of peer relationships, with 
gifted children viewing their abilities in this area much lower. 
Interestingly, no significant differences were found in the gifted 
sample's ratings of the importance of the various domains. Thus , 
although gifted children rated their social abilities with peers as the 
lowest domain, this area may not impact as profoundly on their 
overall self-concept. 
When differences m the rating of the self-concept areas within 
the academic groupings were examined , results were inconsistent 
with previous research. Contrary to Ross and Parker ( 1980), the 
gifted sample did not rate the Academic domain significantly higher 
than the others. Instead, the ALAP group viewed the three areas 
relatively equally in terms of describing themselves. Differences 
were found in the importance of the three dimensions, pointing to a 
need for further examination of these areas for each of the groups m 
the future. Furthermore, because no significant differences were 
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found in the ALAP sample's rating of the three domains, the research 
of Winne, Woodlands and Wong (1982) supporting the Compensatory 
Model of self-concept does not hold for this research project. Clear 
sex differences were found with all four instruments. Stereotypical 
gender differences in self-concept seem already in place by the fifth 
grade. Within the Academic domain, females rated their Reading 
abilities higher than their Math abilities. Males were more confident 
in their Math abilities, rather than their Reading abilities. In 
addition, of the seven self-concept domains, the males were most 
confident in their physical abilities . 
Interpretations of these findings point to the possibility that 
gender may be more of an influential variable in the formation of 
self-concept, as compared to gifted status. This is not to say that 
inclusion in a gifted program does not affect self-concept. This 
research did show significantly higher ratings of the academic 
domain by the gifted sample. A reason for this may be that this is 
the area that is most reinforced for bright children, through their 
teachers, parents, and peers. Since it is reinforced most strongly, it 
becomes the most salient area of the gifted child's self-concept. In 
contrast, teachers and parents may reinforce different areas of non-
gifted children's self-concepts, such as their social interactions and 
athletic abilities. 
Kelly and Colangelo (1984) had reported differences in self-
concept as a function of sex and gifted status. This trend was not 
found in this research. However, non-significance in this area may 
be due to aspects of the gifted sample. First, the gifted sample was 
small . This sample consisted of a maximum of 34 individuals, with a 
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similar ratio of males to females. Although this number consisted of 
over 50 percent of the total fifth grade gifted population, it is 
possible that it was too small to demonstrate significant differences. 
This problem was exacerbated by the decision to drop any 
incomplete protocols, yielding even smaller samples available for 
analysis. Sample size therefor varied depending on the instrument 
being analyzed. 
An additional concept to consider as a reason for the loss of 
gifted status effects is the heterogeneity of gifted sample. Results 
from both the Who Am I? Test and the Pie Chart Instrument showed 
a low level of agreement within the ALAP group. A number of 
variables may have contributed to additional, unaccounted for 
variation within the ALAP group. For example, the examiner did not 
have access to information regarding the ALAP participants' IQ level, 
years of participation in the program, and participation in other 
enrichment programs. 
The disparate sample size may have affected the analyses on 
the academic grouping variable as well. Sample sizes were not 
evenly matched for the analyses on the gifted status variable 
because of the limited number of ALAP participants. It was the 
decision of the researcher to utilize as much of the collected data as 
possible for each analysis, rather than to eliminate collected data. 
The sample sizes although not equal were close to be proportional 
thereby making interpretations possible. 
Additional cautions regarding this project reflect the 
generalizability of these results. Data was collected from only one 
school district. This was done to control for possible differences in 
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selection criteria to the gifted program. However, by attempting to 
control for definitional issues, generalizability to other gifted 
populations was minimized. As mentioned earlier, no universal 
definition of giftedness exists. This study utilized one particular 
definition of giftedness, as shown by the criteria for selection into the 
ALAP program. Use of participants in programs that differed in 
selection criteria, and therefore definition of giftedness, may have 
yielded different results. Additional salient variables that may have 
impacted on the findings include such variables as educational 
theory and degree of mainstreaming. Programs varying on these 
variables may have yielded alternate results. 
Future research may attempt to take into account these 
definitional and sampling problems. Research using definitional 
criteria as an additional variable may be conducted. Schneider et al. 
(1989) have utilized a similar approach, although those researchers 
did not use an instrument designed to address multiple dimensions 
of self-concept. 
An · additional area for further research is to determine a way 
to link the appraisals of the self-concept domains with their relative 
perceived importance. The use of Harter's discrepancy formula 
model was not considered to be an appropriate means to analyze the 
instruments utilized in this research. However future research may 
provide a weighting method to more fully connect these aspects of 
self-concept and determine their influence on the global self-concept. 
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Appendix A 
Research Participation Consent Form 
Dear Parent or Guardian: 
We would like to infonn rou that your son or daughter w.i.11 be taking part 
ln a st.udy being conducted by lhe Warwick School Distdct. llin Er.i.ka 
C&rdinu, a graduate student at the University of Rhode Island, bas designod 
and i• conducting this research. She is being supervised by Dr. Jerr, Cohen. 
This research has been &)'Proved by Mr. Jaffrey Sharkey, the Director of 
Sp-cial Services or the WaNick School Di•trict. Mis~ Cardiner will also be 
working with l!r. lichard Lloyd, a School Psychologist in the Warwick School 
District. The purpose of this study is to improve our understandin; of 
children's self-concepts. 
This project is exuJ.ning th• . Hlf-concepts of flflh grade children. All 
participating children will be asked to cm::plele four pencil and paper 
aaasuru in the classroom, which should take no longer than 65 minutes. Tb•~• 
aeasuras are well-researched instruments which address how children••• 
themselves. Th• following quaslion:.; are examples of items that appear on one 
of the 111easures: 
I can run fasL. 
I like READING. 
I bava good ausclas. 
Overall, I am good at things I like to do. 
I am easy to like. 
We believe that minimal risk is involved in this p:-ocaas. However, if 
your child feels uncomfortable during or af~•r campletion of the .. asuraa, Ill•• Gardiner will be available for consultation. Your child's individual 
perfon:iance on the measures wlll not affect hls or her grades in the 
classroom. All responses will be anonymous, since n&111es will not be filled in 
on the 11&asures. Th• infomation gathered will only be looked al by the 
n,aearchers. ~••chars will not have access to Lhe campleted questionnaires. 
Please note that rour permi.s~ion is entirely voluntary and you are able lo 
request that your child do~s not particlpale. If Jou do not want your child to 
parliciF•t• in th.is study, Jou and your child should sign and date the second 
page of this letler and return il to your child'• teacher or call the achool 
within 2 we .. k~. During the study, if your child wishes to withdrew bis or her 
participation, he or she may tell the teacher or Mias Cardiner. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Erika Cardiner at 
(601) 521-7311, Dr. Cohen at (601) 792-2566, or th• Vice-Provost for leaear-ch, 
70 LoW&r Collage load, the University of Rhod~ Island at (601) 792-2635. 
Jerry L. Cohen, Ph. D, Erik.a N. Gardiner 
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Tha Universit1 of Rhode IslGnd 
Dcpart:JMnt of Pa7chology 
••••arch Participation Fonn 
Self-Concepts of Fifth Cr~d• Students 
I have "ad the pr~vious letter and vish that ~y child DOES IIOT 
partidpate in the st,,.dy described. 
I DO ■OT grant peniss.i.on for ___________________ _ 
participate in the ~tudy as de,scribed. 
Signatur:-e of child Child's birthdote 
Signature of pu ~a.,t 01 · guar-dian Today's date 





Sample Participant Protocol 
Vho Am It 
Each of rou is a special person. In aOllle vays you are aliulor to 1our 
friends. In a0111e ways rou a,·e different. . I UI intarHt.ed in knowing about. 













I~ lnt.erest.ed in how iJr.port.an t certain thing:: are to you. Pleue read each 
••inLence and then check on• box for ••ch sent11nce . Here ar• t.vo example■ that a 
girl nazud Sarah filled out: 
!Q.:i AT ALL 
It is in:portant to me to eat a (...-1 
candy ba r ev~r y day . 
SOMEWHAT 
( ) 
As you can se e, Sarah thinks it is not at all impotant to eat a candy bar every 
day. 
It is import ant to me to be on 
the soccer t.eam. 









IJow I vou Ad like you to answer sOllle questions about yourself. IUlelllber to put a 
aark in o,ne of the boxe.s after each question . 
IJOT AT AI.L 
It is important. to 111e to do 
well in Reading . 
It is i u1portant to me to get 
along we ll with my parents. 
It is important t o me to be 
healthy, sport y , and good-
looking . 
It is import ant to me to have 
good friends 1&nd be liked by 
111y friends. 
It is important to me to do well 
in all my sc:hool subjects. 
It is impor-tant to me to do well 
in sports . 
It is ir.pcu·tant to me to be a 
good student. 
It is i:n_,portant to me to do well 
in Kath. 
It i• i,.nportant to =e to be 
good-lo ,oking. 
It is i::porta nt to me to b• lik•d 





( · J 
SELF DE.tCRIPTIOIJ QUCTIOllllAIRE 
Plu•• aninrar t.be followin, que•tions: 
Your grade _____ _ lour age _______ _ 
lour school _______ _ lour teacher __________ _ 
Circle whether you are a BOY or a CIRL 








Art Science Fair 
6 1 
This is a chance Lo look at yourself. Il i• not a tut. There are no right 
an:::ve.rs and ever7one will have different an:nir&rs. Be sure that your answers show 
bow you_ feel about youraelf. Please do nol t.alk about your anawrs wilh anyone 
elae. We will keep your answer~ priv~t• and not show them to anyone. 
When you are ready lo begin, plaase read each ■entance and decide your ansver. 
(You uy read quletl7 to yourself as I read Aloud.) %'here are five possible 
answers for uch question - "True", "'False'", and three anavars in betv.en. There 
are five box•• next touch sentence, one for each of the answers. Th• ansvars are 
vl"ittan at the t.op of the boxes. Choon your answ.r lo a aanlence and put a check 
.. rk in the box under th• answer you choose. DO ■OT •~1 your an.,,,.r out loud or 
t.alt about il vllh anyone elae. 
a.fore you st.art there are three axu::ples belov. Samebody n ... d Bob baa alrudy 
anstMred bro of these aentencu t.o ahow you hov to do il. In the Uurd one you 







1. I like t.o read ~c boob l l ) 
(Bob put a check aark in th• box under the ansvar ""TRUE". Thi• aaana that he 
really likes to read ewe booka. If Bob did not like t.o read comic books very 
DJch, be would have answered •r.ALSE" or "IIOSTLY FALSE".) 
2. In generlll, I am nut and t.idy. l 
(Bob ansvered "SOl!ETIMES FAUE, SOISETDIEZ TRUE" becau■e be is not ftrJ neat, but he 
i• not nry __.sy either. ) 
3, I 11\e Lo watch T.V. ) l J l J 
(fl)r Lhlc ~ante.nee rou have choaen lhe esver that h beat for you. Flrat JOU aiat 
decide if lhe aentence h "TRUE" or "FALSE" or somewhere in betvea."I. If rou really 
like lo watch T.V. a lot Jou would answer "TRUE" by pult.ing a check &u-k in lhe 
last box: If Jou bate watching t .v. you would an11Var "FALSE" by putting• check 
sa1·k ln the first box. If Jour answer is a0111evh•r• in batv.en than JOU would 
choose one of the other three boxea.) 
If Jou wanl t.o change on ansver you ban aarked rou should croH out the check and 
put a ow check in another box on the aai:i• line. For all lh• aantenc•• be sure 
that your chack &ark i• on lhe aame line es lh• aenlence you are ansverlng. You 
~:hould have one answer and only one answer for uch aenlence.. Do not l~ve out 
any of Lbe aentencu. 
If you have any •uesliona raiH your band. One• Jou have al&rt.ed, PUA.SE DO aoT 
ULK. 
l, I ui &ood lookin~ 
2 • l ': 100d :al :all f:CHOOL &UBJ'ECT:: 
•· l get good grades in llEADIUC. 
7. I have lols of frlends 
8. l lik~ the v~y I look 
9. r ~~joy doin~ work in ~ll 
f:CHOOL !:tre.rECTZ 
10. I l.ikc lo l'Ull and pl.iy IMlrd 
ll. l lik~ RE.A.DINC 
12. My parents ar.- u:.aually w1happy 
o,· dlsappoinl .L·d 111lll1 what. I do 
13. Wot·k .in &THEMATIC!: ls t-~:,y 
Ior :i~ 
14. l :ake !1·.h-.nd:-.. ea:illy 
16. l g-,t good sr3d-.-s lu .:all SCHOOL 
!:UEJECTZ 
19. l like ~y p~rcnl~ 
70. : look fon,nrd lo .tiA~'Hr..dATIC: 
21. Mo:l Jud;; havC\ .:uan· fr.iwads 
Lhan l do 
[ , 
pl1.:isc• . cont .lnun un naxl p.ag-, 
Dc::..:llm.-s 
f'al;;, . 








Mostly False llost.ly 
False False Sa:at.i111ei; T1"\I• True 
:t'Ne 
23. I hata all SClfOOL SUBJECTS ) ) 
2•. I enjoy sports and gr..-nes ) ( 
25. lam interested in READIWG ) ) 
26. My parents like me ) ) ) 
27. I get good ;radea in 
HATHEKATICS ) 
28. I get. alor.g with othu kids 
easily ) 
2!>. I do lots of important th.lngs ) 
30. I a:n ugly ) 
31. I learn things qu.lckly Jn all 
SCHOOL SUBJECTS 
32. I have good muscles 
33. I am du:nb ot ll.ADINC 
3•. If I have children of cy own 
I want. to bring them up like 
my parents raised me 
35. I am interested in MATHEMATICS 
36. I 11111 easy to like 
37. Overall I All! no good 
38. Other kids think I am good 
looking 
39. I a:n interested in all 
SCHOOL SUBJECT.!'.: 
•o. I am good at sport2 } } 
u. I enjoy doing vork in READINC 
•2. My parents and I spend a lot 
of ti.Jile together l 
please ~ontinu~ on next page 
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Som.et.au 
llo:.t.ly Fabe lloatly 
False False Some t..i=~.:: True True 
True 
43. I lurn t.hingl' quickly in 
IIAnm!ATICS ) ) ) ( ) 
4 ... Ot..her kids want .. t.o be t..hdr 
fr.lend ) ) ( J ( ) 
•s. In general I like being t..he 
wa7 I am ) ) ( ) ) 
46. I have a good looking body ) ) J 
0. I a::i dumb in all SCHOOL 
SUBJECTS ) 
a\8. I~ run a long vay without 
atopplng ) ) 
a\9. Work in JtEADING i• ~•Y for ~e ) ) 
so. My parents are easy t.o talk t.o ) 
51. I like IIATHEKATIC!: l ) l ) 
52. I have more friends than mo:.t 
ot..her kids 
53. overall I have a lot to be 
proud of ) 
54. I'm better look.ins t..h3n most 
of my friends 
55. I look f'onnrd t.o all SCHOOL 
SUBJECTS 
56. I am A good athlete 
57. I look forwnrd to llEADIUG 
58. I get along well wit..h my 
pac-ents l 
5'). I'm good at IIATHEKATICS ) 
l-0. I am popular wl th k.i ds of my 
own aga ) ) 
61. I ba ta :yaalf ) l 
62. I have nice feat.urea like nose 
and eyes and h:llr ) 
pluae continue on next page 
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Somet.i.mes 
Mostly Fali,;e tsostly ,,1a. Fdse Some limits 'ln,e true 
'fl"\IC 
63. Work ln a:all SCHOOL SUBJECTS 
is aasr for me ) ) 
, .. I'm good at throving a ball ) 
6!i. I hate READIWG ) J 
66. lly parents and I have a lot 
of fun together 
67. I enjoy doing work ln 
IIATHEHATICS 
68. Most ot.her kids like me 
69 . Overall I am good at t.hlngs 
I like lo do ) 
70. .( like all SCHOOL suaJECTS ) 
71 . I learn Uungs quickly in 
RWHJO 
72, I u dumb at 11.ATHEMATICS l ) 
Thank ycu for your help 
Pie Chart . 
J vould like you to fill in a pie chart in t.enu of how you••• your■•lf 
in 3 araas. rhue areas are: 
67 
~~ < physical you 
@@ pocial 7ou 
(how you do in sports, running, jumping and how you look) 
(how you 1•t along with other kids) 
(I) pchool you (how you do on ■chool work) 
Har• are a couple of ex&.'!lplea that ■how you how you &ight fill out ■uch a pie 
chart. I asked Lisa to fill in the circle b•low vith how aich hamevork she 




As you C:Ln see, Lisa had a lot of !lath homework. She had leas Science 
homework and only a little •••ding homevork . 
Here ia another example. I asked Bob to fill in 3 things that h• likes to do 
in his free time. If you look at his pie chart, you will notice that he likes 
to spend some of bis free time playing baseball vith his friends, ■01De time 




•ow I would like rou to fill in a pie chart of rour own. Take a minute to 
thlnk about rouraelf. Pl•••• fill in t.h• circle belov with bow importent aach 
of these areas is t.o you. UH the latter t.o label the parts. 
4 phnicai YOU 
e ~ pocial YOU 
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